During his own testimony, Mr. Meyers stated that he put
the complainant on the payroll only because he had been
instructed to do so by Mid-Continent's president.  Mr. Meyers
stated, however, that the information from Ms* Grys "alerted"
him to watch Mr. Jack's work attendance.

The implemented labor agreement with Mid-Continent's
miners, he testified, places newly hired employees in proba-
tionary status for their first 60 days of work, (Article 11.2,
respondent1s exhibit 3).  Under Article 6.2.9., according to
Meyers, probationary employees could be discharged for any
cause deemed sufficient by the company.  That article is one of
a series specifying causes for discharge.  The text confirms
his testimony.  It permits discharge for:

Any cause determined sufficient by
the company as to an employee on
probationary status within sixty
(60) days of work by the employee
after his employment.

Mr. Meyers agreed generally with the complainant's
account of the telephone conversation between the two of them
on the morning of June 17.  Meyers insisted, however, that he
had decided to discharge Jack before the call was received.
He made the decision because the miner had missed his first
two days of actual work in the mine, and had not called in on
those days as company policy required.  Despite the company's
power to dismiss probationary employees for any cause, Meyers
indicated that he may not have dismissed Mr. Jack had the miner
called in to explain his absence.

Mr. Meyers further declared that he knew nothing of
the accident on June 16th until Jack mentioned it during the
telephone call on the following day.  Moreover, he knew nothing
of any safety complaints at the time he made his decision to
fire the miner.  He had heard nothing of the complaint about
the vehicle backing incident or the electrical cable incident
until he heard complainant's testimony at the trial, he
testified.

Mr. Meyers knew that Mr. Jack had not called on June 14 or
June 15 because all such telephone reports are tape recorded
when made, and are then noted in a log by the mine clerk.  The
log, Mr. Meyers testified, contained no entries for calls on
June 14 or 15,

As to what happened after Mr. Meyers told Mr. Jack that
he was fired, there is little dispute.  Meyers sent Jack a
letter formally advising him that he was terminated for "being
absent from work without good cause" (respondent's exhibit 1).
Mr. Jack returned his equipment and supplied a company para-
medic with information for state workman's compensation claim.
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